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ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

e Who is responsible for this project?

¢ What is the purpose of this study?

e  Why study impacts to the environment?
e What types of impacts will be evaluated?
¢ How are impacts evaluated?

Who is responsible for this project?

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) , in partnership with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT
and Layton City, recognized the need for transportation improvements in Layton, Utah. This Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared for and under the direction of FHWA in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended; the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations
implementing NEPA (40 CFR §§1500-1508); and FHWA environmental impact and related procedures (23
CFR §771). FHWA must have an approved Final EIS and signed Record of Decision (ROD) prior to final design
activities, property acquisition, purchase of construction materials, or commencement of project construction
(23 CFR 8771.113).

The following agencies were also included in the preparation of the EIS as participating agencies:

e Utah Transit Authority (UTA)
e Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)

These agencies have played an important role in the determination of the Purpose and Need for the project; in
the identification, development, and screening of alternatives; and in the appropriate methodology and level of
detail for the impacts analysis for the Preferred Alternative.

What is the purpose of this study?

This EIS has been conducted to assist local, state, and federal decision-makers in identifying the best course
of action to address current and projected traffic demand and operations for the Layton Interchange (I-15
Exit 330) in Layton, Utah. This EIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the NEPA and the
corresponding regulations and guidelines of the FHWA, the lead federal agency. Specifically, the objective of
NEPA and this EIS is to evaluate proposed courses of action and make decisions in the best overall public interest
based upon a balanced consideration of the need for safe and efficient transportation; the social, economic,
and environmental impacts of the proposed improvements; an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives;
stakeholder input; and national, state, and local environmental protection goals.

Why study impacts to the environment?

This EIS has been prepared to comply with NEPA. NEPA requires that a detailed analysis be prepared if any federal
agency is undertaking a “major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.” In
this detailed study, the federal agency must include an assessment of the impacts to the environment from the
proposed action and any adverse effects that cannot be avoided, should the proposed action be implemented.
In addition, the agency must include a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed action, the relationship
between short-term uses of the environment and long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources if the proposed action were to occur. The purpose of NEPA is to provide the decision
makers with the best available information so that they can make an informed decision about the project.

vii
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The CEQ is the regulating agency for NEPA and has developed a set of regulations that provide more detailed
information about its implementation. These regulations have specific requirements of what should be included
in an EIS (40 CFR §1502).

What type of impacts will be evaluated?

There are three types of impacts that may occur when an action takes place: direct impacts, indirect impacts,
and cumulative impacts. Each are defined and discussed below. The terms “impact” and “effect” are used
interchangeably throughout this document, because they share the same meaning according to the CEQ

regulations (40 CFR 1508.8). DIRECT EFFECTS

“Direct impacts” are defined by the CEQ as impacts, “which are
caused by the action and occur at the same time and place” (40 Project Action D /
CFR §1508.8(a)). /

“Indirect impacts” are defined in 40 CFR §1508.8(b) as those impacts
“which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect
effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related PoiectAdion ¢ "Oted by Resource

to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or feten /
growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural '
systems, including ecosystems.”

INDIRECT EFFECTS

The CEQ defines “cumulative impacts” in 40 CFR § 1508.7 as an  cUMULATIVE EFFECTS Past Adions |

“impact on the environment which results from the incremental

impact of the action when added to other past, present, and

reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency —— fopsedAdion pegy  Resource ?‘ Future Adions
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. ?

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time."”

Other Present Actions

Impacts are analyzed to determine how an alternative may affect environmental resources if it were implemented.
Each alternative under consideration may have impacts of varying degrees. These variances, or differences, are
used by the decision makers to evaluate and compare alternatives.

How are impacts evaluated?

FHWA has developed a set of regulations (23 CFR §771) to help guide its agency in applying NEPA and the
CEQ regulations. In addition, FHWA published Technical Advisory T 6640.8A in 1987 to help further guide the
agency in preparation of NEPA documents. Guidance for noise abatement due to construction and highway
traffic noise and mitigation of environmental impacts to privately-owned wetlands can be found in 23 CFR
§772 and §777, respectively. Internet access to this information can be found at: www.environment.fhwa.dot.

gov/projdev/index.asp.

FHWA uses the term “secondary” for indirect impacts, and gives it similar meaning as the CEQ regulations.
They have published the Position Paper: Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment in the Highway Project
Development Process for further guidance on indirect and cumulative impacts. Indirect and cumulative impacts
must be addressed when evaluating a proposed project, especially in terms of the impacts from induced
growth (i.e. new businesses, industry, residences). FHWA must evaluate indirect and cumulative impacts from
induced growth in its analysis, but is not responsible for mitigating actions that are beyond its control.
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